
































































































































































cell mean. The standard errors (Sy) can be translated into

stat1sticai confIdence intervals by simply multiplymg (Sy) by 1.96

for the 95 percent conf1dence level. That 1S, for all married couples

earning $8,000 in 1966 and the vv:ife, not a high school graduate,

contributing 20 percent qf the fam1ly mcome, the true average ,family

income will be w1thm $478 of $8,992 with a propability of .95. Th1S

1S not a forecast for any md1v1dual faml1y; actuanal tables project

mean values for large numbers of persons m different actuanal group

classes.

Smce it is not altogether clear how one gets these proJectlOns

from the regression analyses, a' "tYPlCal" calculation will be de

scnbed. Refer to Table Bl, column (2), ",",llfe workmg." Note that

the mean projected family mcome in 1970 is $12,826, the mean value

for husband's Incom'k"in 1966 is $7,243 with 139 equal to .950, and the

mean value forw1fe's income in 1966 is $3,281 with 1310 equal to .661.

Since this 1S an attempt to project income growth at different 1966

family income levels and for different percentage contnbutions by the

wife to 1966 income, one must first remove effects of the vanables

from the 1970 mean to obtam an across-the-board base value. So, one

subtracts 139 xX9 (or .950 x $7,243) plus 1310 xX10 (or .661 x $3,281)

from $12,826 to YIeld $3,786. Then, Subst1tute the deS1red 1966

family mcome level for projection (say, $6,000) and wife's percentage

contnbutlOn (say, 30 percent) back into the regression as follows.

Husband's assumed 1966 mcome ($4,200) is multiplied by 139 (.950)

and wife's assumed 1966 1ncome ($1,800) is multipli€d by 1310 (.661)

to y1eld $5,180, which is added to the base increase, $3,786, to

give a projected 1970 fam1ly income of $8,966. The tables m Ap

pendix A cannot be reproduced from the regresslOns m Appendix B

because, as mentioned earlier, the fInal regressions stratIfied on
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education in addition to race and marital status, and ellmmated two

nonsignificant explanatory variables. This procedure was selected

as a statistically superior method of projection.

The family income stability 'tables , Probability of a 5 Percent

Decline in Family Income and Probability of a 20 Percent Decline in

Family Income, are interpreted in the same manner as the income growth

projection tables. The dependent variable, "probabillty of an income

drop," used in the family stabillty regression is binary. It is assigned

a value of 1 if the family's income fell below the 1966 base, and a

value of 0 otherwise. The R2 values are not presented for these

regressions in Appendix B since they have an ambiguous statistical

meaning for a binary dependent vanable.

-64-



APPENDIX A

Two-Year and Four-Year ProjectlOns on Family Income
Growth and Stablllty for Potentlal

Women Borrowers and Co-Borrowers
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Tables Al through A24 present two- and four-year actuarial

projection series on expected family income growth and stabllity for

potential women borrowers and co-borrowers. The tables show pro

jected income in 1968 (1970) and the probabilities of an income

decl10e of 5 percent and 20 percent for one or more years during the

two-year (four-year) projectlOn period as a functlOn of a woman's

marital status, race, education, family 1Ocome in 1966, and (if she

is married) her percentage contribution to family income in 1966. Each

entry 10 the actuarial tables represents an income growth (or proba

bility of an income decline) projection for a famlly which is average

with respect to age, number of children, presence of a chlld under

SlX, and other (stable unearnedr1Ocome in 1966. Section 4.5 of the

main text; Us10g the Tables, describes how the tables were generated

using the economic autoregression model and how to read the tables.

Standard errors are given in parentheses under the projected

cell means. Standard errors can be translated into statistical con

fldence levels by slmply multiplying them by 1.96 for the 95 percent

confidence level. That is, the true average family income growth

(or probability of an income decline) wlll fall within the range defined

by plus-or-minus 1.96 times the standard error around the projected

mean, Wlth a probability of .95. These are not forecasts, however,

for indivldual families; actuarial tables project mean values for large

numbers of persons in dlfferent actuarial group classes.

"White" as used in these tables includes all non-Negro

minontles such as Mexican Americans, American Indians, and

Orientals. Given the race classificatlOns (Negro, whlte, and other)

used 10 the Parnes sample, lt was imposslble to separate all minorities

from Anglos.
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Each actuarial series contains three types of projectlOns as

follows:

Projected Growth in Family Income, 1966-1968•
Al
A2
A3
A4

White, Married Women
Black, Married Women
White, by Mantal Status
Black, by Marital Status

Page

69
70
71
72

• Family Income Stability: Probability of a 5
Percent Decline in Family Income, 1966-1968

AS
A6
A7

White, Married Women
Black, Married Women
White, by Marital Status
Black, by Mantal Status

73
74
75
76

• Family Income Stability: Probability of a 20
Percent Decline in Family Income, 1966-1968

A9 White, Marned Women
AIO Black, Married Women
All White, by Marital Status
A12 Black, by Mantal Status

• Projected Growth in Family Income, 1966-1970

A13 White, Marned Women
A14 Black, Married Women
A15 White, by Marital Status
A16 Black, by Marital Status

• Family Income Stablllty: Probabillty of a 5
Percent Decllne 10 Family Income, 1966-1970

A17 White, Married Women
A18 Black, Marned Women
A19 White, by Mantal Status
A20 Black, by Marital Status
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78
79
80

81
82
83
84

85
86
87
88



• Family Income Stability: Probability of a 20
Percent Decline m Family Income, 1966-1970

A21
A22
A23
A24

White, Marned Women
Black, Marned Women
White, by Marital Status
Black, by Marital Status
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TABLE Al

Projected Growth in Family Income, 1966-1968

White, Marned Women

Woman IS not a hloh school qraduate
Total family
income in Woman's contribution to Income
1966 ° 20% 30% 40%

>

$ 4,000 $5,352- $5,423 $5,370 $5,319
(203) (366) (356) (35(')

$ 6,000
7,172 7,207 7,130 7,052
(145) (290) '(267) (273)

$ 8;000 8,991 8,992 8,888 8,785
(158) (244) (201) (221)

$10,000
10',811 I la,777 10,647 10,518

(231) (248) (184) (223)

$12,000 12,630 I 12,562 12,406 --
- (326) (299) _ (228) --

$14,000 -- -- -- --
--, -- -- --

WOMan is a hiqh school cfcduate

$ 4,000 -- -- -- I ---- -- -- I --
$ 6;000 $8,046 $8,714 $8,548 $8,381

- (173) (342) (334) (3~2)

$ 8,000 9,974 10,367 10,145 9,923
(135) (269) (249) (265)

$10,000 11 ,902 12,019 11,742 11,465
(129) (234) (194) (222)

$12,00CJ 13,830 13,672 13,339 13,006
(159) (253) (195) (232)

$14,000 15,758 15,325 14,936 14,548
(209) (316) (252) (29 'l)

Note: Standard errors are given In parentheses below mean estimates.
Dashes indicate that family Income level IS too far from
sample mean for a stattstlcally vahd proJectIOn.
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TABLE A2

Projected Growth in FamIly Income, 1966-1968

Black, Marned Women

Woman IS not a h,nh schoOl nraduate
Total family
income in Woman's contributlon to income
1966 ° 20% 30% 40,:,

$ 4,000 $5,227 $4,803- $4,800 $4 I 7S 7
(373) (278) (263) (2:7)

$ 6,000 6,996 6,243 6,238 6,234
(412) (257) (210) (253\

~ 8,000 8,765 7,681 7,676 7,071
f!;20) (345) (276) (3~3)

$10,000 - -- -- -- --
-- . -- -- --

$12,000 -- -- -- --
-- -- -- --

$14,000 -- -- -- --
-- -- -- --

Woman IS a h,nh schoor raduate

$ 4,000 $5,516 $5,050 $5,088 $5,127
(395) (495) (496) (51: )

$ 6,000 7,679 7,176 7,234 7,29J
(334) (405) (366) (365)

$ 8,000 9,841 9,302 9,379 9,455
(484) (424) (314) (27'))

$10,000 12,003 11 ,428 ,11,525 11,619
(723) (541) (373) (271 )

$12,000 -- -- -- ---- -- -- --
$14,000 -- -- -- --

-- -- -- --
Note: Standard errors are gIven In parentheses below mean est'mates.

Dashes indlCate that family Income level IS too far from
sample mean for a statistically valld proJection.
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*

TABLEA3

Projected Growth in FamIly Income, 1966-1968

. WhIte, by Mantal Status

'Woman IS not a hIgh school graduate
Total famIly
income in MarrIeds Family
1966 not working Srngle* head

$2,000 I -- $3,341 $3,406
-- (278) (289)

$4,000 . $5,352 5,4E6 5,239
(203) (211) (436)

$6,000 7,172 7,592 --
(145) (242) --

$8,000 . 8,991 9,718 -- ,

" (158) (347) --
Wo-nan IS a hrar. school qraduate

$2,000 -- $3,341 $4,238
-- (278) (293)

$4,000 -- 5,466 6,431
-- (211) (303)

$6,000 $8,046 I 7,592 8,623
(173) (242) (483)

$8,000 9,974 9,718 --
(135) (347) --

Note: Standard errors are gIven In parentheses below mea"
estImates.
Dashes indIcate that famIly income level is too far
from sample mean for a statIstIcally valid proJectIOn.

EducatIOn was not a sIgmflcant factor In eXplainIng
projected Income growth and stabIlIty for SIngle /

,women, so separate estimates were not developed.
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TABLEM

Prolected Growth in FamIly Income, 1966-1968

Black, by Marital Status

Woman IS not a hIgh school graduate
Total family
income In Marned l

FamIly

1966 not workIng SIngle* head

$2,000 -- $2',688 $2,917
-- (239) (156)

$4,000 $5,227 4,739 4,877
(373) (297) (327)

$6,000
. 6,996 6,791 --

(412) (497) --
$8,000 8,765 -- . --

(620) -- --
, Woman IS a h,qh school araduate

$2,000 -- $2,688 $3,154

-- (239) (232)

$4,000 $5,516 4,739 4,985
(395) (297) (294)

$6,000 7,679 6,791 6,816
(334) (497) (476)

$8,000 9',841 -- --
(484) -- --

Note: Standard errors are gIven in parentheses below mea"
estunates.
Dasnes indicate that famIly mcome level is too far
from sample mean for a statlstICally vahd proJectio::.

* Education was not a slgmflcant factor In explalmng
proJected Income growth and stablltty for SIngle
women, so separate estimates were not developed.
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TABLE AS

fa,nily Income StabLlitv: Probab1I1ty
of a 5 Percent DecI1ne in farrlliv Income, 1966-1968

Whlte, Marned Women

Woman 1S not a hwh school araduate
Total fa mily
Jncotl)e in Woman's contribution to lncome.
1966 0 20% 30% 40,;

$ 4,000 .204 .227 .243 .259
(.032) (.068) (.066) (.055)

$ 6,000 .215 .237 .261 .285
(.023) (.053) (.049) (. 050~.

$ 8,000 • 226 .246 .279 .311
(. '(25) (.045) (.037) (.041)

$10,000 .237 .256 .296 .337
(.036-) (.04.6) (.034) (.04])

$12,000 .248 .266 .314 --
(.051) (.055) (.042) --

$14,000 -- -- -- --
-- -- -- --

Woman 1S a hlah school raduate

$ 4,000 -- -- -- ---- -- -- --
$ 6,000 .127 .123 .132 .141

(.017) (.035) (.035) (.035\

$ 8,000 .146 .142 .155 .167.
(.014) (.028) (.026) (.027)

$10,000 .165 .162 .178 .193
(.013) ( .024) (.020) (.023)

$12,000 .184 .182 .201 .219
(.016) (.026) (.020) (.024)

$14,000 .203 .202 .224 .245
(.021) (.033) (.026) (.030)

Note: Standard errors are glven in parentheses below mean est1mates.
Dashes indlCate that fam1ly lncome level 1S too far frGm
sample mean for a stat1stically valtd prOJectiOn.
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TABLEA6

Family Income Stability: Probability
of a 5 Percent Decline In Farody Income, 1966-1968

Black. Marned Women

Woman is not a hwh school nraduate
Total family
income In Woman's contnbutlon to Income
1966 - 0 20% 30% 40%

$ 4.000 .323 .278 .278 .278
- (.041) (.053) (.050) (.OS~)

$ 6.000 .341 .354 .354 I .355
(.045) (.049) (.040) (.050'

$ 8.000 .358 .430 .430 .432
(.068) (.065) (.052) (.0651

$10.000, -- -- -- ----- -- -- --.
$12.000 -- -- -- --

-- -- -- --
$14.000 -- -- -- --

-- -- -- --
Woman ;s a hinh school raduate

$ 4.000 - .320 .388 .372 .357
(.072) (.072) (.072) (.07<;;

$ 6.000' .323 • 353 .330 .307.
. (.061 ) (.059) (.053) (. OS 4)

$ 8.000 • 325 .318 .288 .257
,

(.088) (.062) (.046) (.039)

$10.000 .328 .283 .246 .207
( .132) (.079) (.054) (.040)

$12.000 -- -- -- --
-- -- , . --

$14.000 -- -- -- --
- -- -- --

Note: Standard errors are gIven In parentheses below mean esnmates.
Dashes wdlCate that family mcome level is too far from
sample mean for a statistically valid proJectlOn.
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TABLE A7

Family Income Stability: Probability
of a S Percent Decline in Family Income ( 1966-1968

White, by Mantal Status

Woman is not a high school graduate
Total family
income In Marned, Family
1966 not working SlOgle' head

$2,000 -- .164 .313
-- (.037) (.050)

$4,000 .204 .152 .377
. (.032) (.028) (.075)

.$6,000 I .215 ( 141 I --
(.023) (.032) --

$8,000 :226 .129 --
(.025) ( (046) --

Woman is a high school qreduate

I
.

$2,000 -- .164 .139
-- (.037) (.033)

$4,000 -- .152 .153
-- (.028) (.034)

$6,000 .127 I .141 .167
(.017) (.032) (.054)

$8,000 .146 .129 --
(.014) (.046) --

Note: Standard errors are giVen in parentheses below mean
estimates.
Dashes indicate that family income level is too far
from sample mean for a statistiCally valid proJectlOt:.

* Education was not a slgnlfIcant factor In explaInlng
projected income growth and stability for sltlgle
women, so separate estimates were not developed.
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TABLEA8

Family Income Stabtlrty: Probabtltty
of a 5 Percent Decltne tn Famtlv Income, 1966-1968

Black. by Mantal Status

Woman tS not a htgh school graduate
Total family -
income In Married. Fam1ly

1966 not worktng Slngle* head

$2.000 I -- .363 .309
-- (.059) (.041)

$4.000 .323 .376 - .411
. (.041) (.O73) (.087)

$6.000 .341 .389 --
(.045) (.123) --

$8.000 :358 -- --
(.068) -- --

Woman is a hicrh school qraduate

$2.000 -- .363 .237

-- - (.0591 (.043)

$4.000 .320 .376 .275
(.072) (.073) (.055)

$6.000 .323 I .389 .314
(.061) (.123) (.089)

,
$8.000 .325 - -- --

(.088) -- --
Note: Standard errors are glven 1n parentheses below mean

estimates.
Dashes indicate that fam1ly lncome level 1S too far
from sample mean for a stattsttcally valtd proJection.

EducatlOn was not a stgmftcant factor tn explatmng
projected tncome growth and stabtltty for smgle
women, so separate estimates were not developed.
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TABLEA9

family Income Stablltty: Probablltty of a
20 Percent Decline In FamIly Income, 1966-1968

White, Marned Women

Woman IS not a hlOh school araduate
Total famIly
income In Woman's contnbutIon to Income
ISS6 0 20% 30% 40%

$ 4,000 .129 .134 .139 .144
(.022) (.051) (.049) (.049)

$ 6,000 .107 .129 .137 .I4~

(.016) (.040) (.037) (.030\

$ 8,000 .086 .124 .135 .14';
(.018) (.034) (.028) (.031'

$10,000 .064 .119 .133 .145
(.026) (.034) (.025) (.03 ii

$12,000 .043 .114 .130 --
(.036) (.041) (.G32) --

.
$14,000 -- -- -- --

-- -- -- --
Woman IS a hlOh school qraduate

$ 4,000 -- -- -- --
-- -- -- --

$ 6,000 .059 .046 .058 .070
(.012) (.026) (.025) (.026'

$ 8,000 .065 .055 .071 I .086
(.009) (.020) (.019) (.020)

$10,000 .070 .064 .084 .102
(.009) (. (n 8) (.015) ( .017)

$12,000 .076 .072 .096 .119
(.011) (.019) (.015) (.018)

$14,000 .081 .081 .108 .135
(.015) (.024) ( .019) ( .022)

Note: Standard errors are gIven In parentheses below mean es
ttmates.
Dashes IndIcate that family income level 1S too far
from sample mean for a statlstlCally valtd proJectlOn.
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TABLE AI0

FamIly Income Stabtllty: ProbabtlIty of a
20 Percent Decllne to Famtly Income, 1966-1968

Black, Marned Women

Woman tS not a hwh school "raduate
Total fa mily
income in Woman's contnbutton to income:
19"66 0 20% 30%' 40%

$ 4,000 .163 .213 .238 .264
(.033) (.049) (.046) (.051)

$ 6,000 .189 .230 .268 .307
(.036) (.045) (.037) (.0-'5)

S. 8,000 .216 .247 .299 .350
(.1154) (.061) (.049) (.061)

$10,000 -- -- -- --. -- -- -- --
$12,000 -- -- -- --

-- -- -- --
$14,000 -- -- -- --

-- -- -- --
Woman is a ht"p school craduate-

$ 4,000 .187 .203 .196 .190
(.057) (.054) (.055) , (.055)

$ 6,000 .153 .179 .169 .158
(.048) (.045) (.040) (.040)

$ 8,000 .120 .155 .141 .127
(.069) (.047) (.034) (.030)

$10,000 .087 .131 .114 .096
(.104) (.059) (.041) (.030)

$12,000, -- - -- -- --
-- -- -- --

$14,000 -- -- -- --
-- -- -- --

Note: Standard errors are given 10 parentheses below mean estimates.
Dashes todtcate that famtly tncome level tS too far from
sample mean for a stattstteaUy valtd pro)ectwn.
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TABLE All

Family Income StabIlity: ProbabIlIty of a
-20 Percent Declme In FamIly Income, 1966-1968

WhIte, by Mantal Status

Woman is not a hIgh school graduate
Total fa mlly

Marned,income In Family
1966 not working Single* head

$2,000 -- .111 I .254
-- (.029) (.046)

$4,000 .129 .097 I .282
(.022) (.022) (.070)

$6,000 •• 107 .083 --
(.016) (.026) --

$B,OOO ,086 .069 --
(.018) (.037) --

Woman 1S a hlah school araduate -
$2,000 -- I .111 .090-- (.029) (.027)

$4,000 -- .097 .085
-- (.022) (.028)

$6,000 .059 I .083 .081
(.012) (.026) (.044)

$B,OOO .065 .069 --
(.009) (.037) --

Note: Standard errors are given In parentheses below mean
estimates.
Dashes indicate that fa'1lily income level 1S too far
from sample mean for a statIstIcally valId proJectIon.

* Education was not a sigmfIcant factor In explalmng
projected mcome growth and stabIlIty for sIngle
women, so separate estImates were not developed.
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TABLE A12

Family Income StabilIty: ProbabilIty of a
20 Percent Dechne in Family Income, 1966-1968

Black, 1:>Y Mantal Status

Wo'Uan is not a high school graduate
Total faITl;ily

Married, J FamilyIncome In
1966 not workingj Single* head

$2,000 -- .260 .209
-- (.054) (.037)

$4,000 .163 .234 .252
(.033) (.068) {.078)

$6,000
. • 189 .208 --
(.036) (.1l3) --

$8,000 :216 -- --
(.054) -- --

Woman is a h,ar school araduate

$2,000 -- .260 . .179
-- (.054) (.038)

$4,000 .187 I .234 .131
(.057) (.068) (.048)

$6,000 .153 I .208 .215
(.048) (.1l3) (.078)

$8,000 .120 I -- --
(.069) -- --

Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses below mean
estimates.
Dashes indicate that famIly' income level is too far
from sample mean for a statistiCally valId prOJectiOn.

Educatlon was not a slgnificant factor in explaInIng
projected income growth and stabihty for single
women, so separate estimates were not developed.
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TABLE Al3

Projected Growth In ramlly Income, 1966-1970

White, Marned Women

Woman IS not a htqh school qraduate
Total famIly
income In Woman's contnbutlon to income
1966 0- 20% 30% -40~~

$ 4,000 $6,613 $6,165 $6,134 $6,104
(337) (626) (610) (610)

$ 6,000 8,654 7,962 7,917 7,871
(240) (495) (457) (463)

$ 8,000 10,695 9,760 9,700 9,639
(26.3) (418) (343) (378)

$10,000 12,737 11,558 11,482 11,406
(384) (425) (315) (382)

$12,000 14,778 13,356 13,265 --
(541) (512) (390; --

$14,000 -- -- -- ---- -- -- --
Woman IS a hwh school ractuate

$ 4,000 -- -- -- --
-- -- -- --

$ 6,000 $10,023 $9,516 $9,298 $9,080
(260) (536) (525) (537)

$ 8,000 11,960' 11,346 11 ,055 10,764
(203) (422) (391) (417)

$10,000 13,898 13,176 12,812 12,449
(194) (367) (305) (349)

$12,000 15,836 15,006 14,569 14,134
(238) (396) (307) (364)

$14,000 17,773 16,835 16,326 15,819
(314) (495) (396) (455)

Note: Standard errors are glven In parentheses below mean estimates 4

Dashes IndIcate that famIly Income level IS too far from
sample mean for a statIstIcally valtd pro)ectlOn.
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TABLEAl4

Projected Growth in FamIly Income, 1966-1970

Black, Marned Women

Woman is not a hIGh school araduate
Total fa mlly
income in Woman's contnbution to income
1966 0 -20% 30% 40%

$ 4,000 $5,095 $5,333 $5,086 $4,839
(234) (557) (526) (57-1)

$ 6,000 6,711 6,979 6,609 6,238
(258) _ (515) (426) (527)

$ 8,000 8,327 _8,626 8,132 7,638
(389) (69!) (553) (687)

$10,000 -- -- -- --
-- . -- -- --

$12,000 -- -- -- --
-- -- -- --

$14,000 ,-- ,-- -- --
-- -- -- --

Woman is a h,c;, school araduate

$ 4,000 $6,789 $6,314 $6,227 $6, 1~O
(564) (735) (736) (757)

$ 6,000 8,601 8,604 8,473 8,3';2
(477) (60l) (543) (5';5)

$ 8,000 10,413 10,893 10,719 10,5-14
(691) (629) (465) (400)

$10,000 12,225 13,183 12,965 12,746
(1033) (803) (554) (402)

$12,000 -- -- -- , --
-- -- -- --

$14,000 -- -- -- --
-- -- -- --

Note: Standard errors are gIVen In parentheses below mean estImates.
Dashes indIcate that famliy !'lcome level IS too. far from
sample mean for a statlstlcally valid proJection.
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TABLE A15

Protected Growth 1n Family Income, 1966-1970

White, by Marital Status

Woman 15. not a' high school graduate
Total famlly , .. "

income in Married, , Family
1966 not working Single * head

$2,000 I -- $3,916 $3,918

-- (612) (607)

$4,900 $6,613 7,119 6,504
(337) (463) (91S)

$6,000 8',654 10,321 --
(240) (S32) --

$8,000 10',695 13,524 --
(263) (762) --

Woman is a'hiah school graduate

$2,000 -- $3,91,6 $5,853
-- (612) (412)

$4,000 $8,085 7,119 7,597
, (342) (463) (426)

$6,000 - 10,023 10,321 9,341
(26O) (532) (679)

$8,000 11,960 13,524 --
(203) (762) --

Note: Standard errorS are given in parentheses below mean
estlmates.
Dashes mdicate that family income level is too far
from sample mean for a stat1st1cally val1d proJectlOn,

* Education was not a s1gmficant factor m expla1mng
projected mcome growth and stablhty for swgle
women, so separate estimates were not developed.
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TABLEA16

Projected Growth in Family Income, 1966-1970

Black. by Marital Status

Woman IS not a high school graduate
Total family ,- -
income In Married, , Family
1966 not workmg Smgle' head,

$2.000 -- $3.9'06 $2,984
-- (393) (203)

$4.000 I $5.095 6,034 4,650
(234) (489) (426).

$6.000 6,711 8,162 --
(258) (817) --

-
$8.000 8,327 -- --

(389) -- --

Woman is a hwh school crraduate

$2.000 -- $3,906 $3,800
-- (393) (277)

$4.000 $6,789 6,034 5,647
(564) (489) (351)

$6.000 8,601 8,162 7,502
(477) (817) (568)

$8.000 10,413 -- --
(691) -- --

Note: Standard errors are gwen In parentheses below mean
estimates. '
Dashes indIcate that family income level is too far
from sample mean for a statistically valid proJectiOn.

* Educahon was not a SignIfIcant factor In explainlng
projected mcome growth and stability for si(1gle
women, so separate estlmates were not developed.
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fABLE A17

Family Income Stabil1ty: Probab11lty of a
5 Percent Decllne 1n ?em1ly Income, 1966-1970

Wh1te, Marned Women

Woman 1S not a hlOh school crraduate
Total family
income in Woman1 s contrrbutlon to Income
1966 0 20% 30% 40;;

$ 4,000 .305 .375 .396 .41 S
(.036) (.073) ( .071) (.O7~)

$ 6,000 .302 .376 .409 , .441
(.02S) (.OS8) (. OS 3) (.OSS)

$ 8,000 .3,00 .378 .421 .46';
(.028) (.049) (.040) (.04~)

$10,000 .297 .379 .433 .487
(.04l) (.050) (.037) (.04S)

$12,000 .294 .381 .44S I --
(. OS 7) (.060) (.046) --

$14,000 -- -- -- --
-- -- -- --

Woman 1S a hwh school crraduate

$ 4,000 -- -- -- --
-- -- -- --

$ 6,000 .174 .231 .241 .2SI.
(.020) (.041) (.040) (.04I)

$ 8,000 .196 .259 .273 .287
(.OIS) (.032) (.030) (.032)

$10,000 .219 .287 .305 .322
(.OIS) (.028) (.023) (. 02 7)

$12,000 .241 .316 .337 .355
(.018) (.O3l) (.024) (.O23)

$14,000 .263 .344 .369 .391
(.024) (.038) (.030) (.035)

Note: Standard errors are gIven In parentheses below mean estlmates.
Dashes ind1cate that fam11y income level 1S too far fro'tl
sample mean for a stat1stically valld pro)ectlOn.
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TABLE A18

Fami'y Income Stabiltty: Probab1ltty of a
S Percent Decllne in Famdy Income, 1966-1970

Black, Marned Women

.
Woman 1S not a hlOh school araduate

Total fam11y
income In Woman's contnbution to income
1966 0 20% 30% 40%

$ 4,000 .418 .419 .411 .402
(.044) (.055) (.052) (.057\

$ 6,000 .448 .500 .487 .475
(.048) (.051) (.042) (. 052 \

$ 8,000 .478 .580 .564 .547
(.O72) (.069) (.055) {.063\

$10,000 -- -- -- --.-- . -- -- --
$12,000 -- -- -- --

-- -- -- --
$14,000 -- -- -- ---- -- -- --

Woman is a hlOh school raduate

$ 4,000 .339 .424 .428 .431
(.om (.085) (.085) (.087'

$ 6,000 .422 .389 .394 .399
(.065) (.069) (.062) (.063,

$ 8,000 .506, .354 .360 .367
(.094) (.O72) (.054) (.045)

$10,000 .590 .319 .326 .335
(.141) (.092) (.064) (.046)

$12,000 -- -- -- --
-- -- -- --

$14,000 -- -- -- --
-- -- -- --

Note: Standard errors afe gIven In parentheses below mean estImates.
Dashes Indicate that family Income level was too far from
sample mean for a stat1stlCally valtd proJectlOn.
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TABLE A19

Family Income StabIlity: ProbabIlity of a
5 Pergent Decline In FamIly Income, 1966 1970

WhIte, by Marital Status

Woman IS not a. hIgh school graduate
Total' family
income In Marned, FamIly
1966 not working Swgle* head

$2,000 -- .231 .457
-- (.MZ) (.OS1)

$4,000 .305 .210 .635
.(.036) (.032) (.om

$6,000 .30Z .190 --
(.025) (.036) --

$8,000 :300 .169 --
(.OZ8) (.OS2) --

Vroman is a hiah school qraduate .

$2,000 -- .231 • 191
-- (.042) (.om

$4,000 -- .210 •Z23
-- (.032) (.038)

$6,000 .174 .190 .254
(.020) (.036) (.060)

$8,000 .196 .169 --
(.OIS) (.OSZ) --

Note: Standard errors are gIven in parentheses below mean
estimat...s.
Dashes mdicate that family income level IS too far
from sample mean for a statistIcally valId proJectIOn.

* Education was not a sIgmfICant factor In eXplaInIng
projected Income growth and stabIlity for sIngle
women, so separate estimates were not developed.
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TABLEA20

Family Income Stability: Probability of a
5 Percent Decline 10 Family Income, 1966-1970

Black. by Mantal Status

Woman IS not a high school graduate
Total farmiy ~

income in Marrled, FamIly

1966 not working S1Ogle* head

$2,000 -- .376 .447

-- (.OS9} (.044}

$4,000 .418 .392 .619
(.044} (. 07 3} (. 092}.
• 448 .408$6,000 - --

(. 048) (.122) --
$8,000 ~478 -- --

(.072) -- --
Wo:nan IS a hlcrh school crraduate

$2,000 -- .376 .307
-- {.OS9) (.047)

$4.000 .339 .392 .366
(. On} (. 073) (.060)

$6,000 .422 .408 .424
(. 065) (.122} (.097)

$8,000 .506 -- --
(.094) -- --

Note: Standard errors are gIven in parentheses below mean
estimates.
Dashes indicate that family income level is too far
from sample_ mean for a statistICally valid proJectIOn.

* EducatIOn was not a slgmflcant factor In explammg
projected Income growth and stablhty for smgle
women, so separate estlmates were not developed.
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TABLE A21

Family Income Stablhty: Probablhty of a
20 Percent Dechne 10 FamIly Income, 1966-1970

White. Marned Women

Woman is not a hlOh school araduate
Total famIly
income in Woman's contribution to incofTle
1966 O' 20% 30% 40%

$ 4.000 .202 .225 .234 .242
(.028} (.065) (.063) (.063)

$ 6.000 .168 .225 .23& .251
(.020) (.051) (.047) (.048)

$ 8.000 .133 .225 .242 .260
(.022) (. Cf43) (.035) (.039 )

$10.000 .098 .225 .247 .269
(.032) (.044) (.032) (.039)

$12.000 .063 .224 .251 --
(.045) (.053) (.040) --

~

$14.000 - -- -- -- --
-- -- -- --

Woman IS a hwh school raduate
-

$ 4.000 -- -- -- --
-- -- -- --

$ 6.000 .104 .098 .110 .123.
(.015) (.034) (.033) (.03~l

$ 8.000 .111 .117 .133· .149
(.012) (.027) (.025) (.026)

$10.000 .119 .136 .156 .175
(.011) (.023) (.019) (.022)

$12.000 .126 .154 .179 .202
(.014) (.025) (.019) (.023)

$14.000 .134 - .173 .202 .228
(.019) (.031) (.025) (.029)

Note: Standard errors are gIven 10 parentheses below mean estImates.
Dashes lOdlCate that famIly lOcome level was too far from
sample mean for a statistIcally vahd prOJectlOn.
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TABLE A22

Family Income Stablltty: Probabiltty of a
20 Percent Decllne lQ Family Income, 1966-1970

Black, Marned Women'

Woman is not a hlnh school nraduate
Total fa m11y
income in Woman's contribution to income
1966 0 20% 30% 40%

$ 4,000 .279 .351 .367 .383
(.040) (.055) (.052) (.057)

$ 6,000 .298 .377 .401 .425
(.044) (. OS 1) (.042) (.052)

$ 8,000 .317 .404 .435 .467
(.066) (.068)

.
(.055) (.063)

$10,000 -- -- -- --
-- -- -- --

$12,000 -- -- -- ---- -- -- --
$14.000 -- -- -- --. -- -- -- --

Woman 1S a hlCrh schooi araduate

$ 4,000 .236 .302 .299 .294
(.069) (.073) (.073) (.075)

$ 6,000 .243 .276 .270 .264-
(.058) (.060) (.054) (.054)

$ 8,000 .250 .249 .242 .234
(.084) (.062) (.046) (.040).

$10,000 .257 .222 .214 .204
(.126) (.080) (.055) (.040)

$12,000 -- -- -- --
-- -- -- --

$14,000 -- -- -- --
-- -- -- --

Note: Standard errors are 91 ven In parentheses below mean estImates ..
Dashes wdlCate that family wcome level was too far from
sample mean for a statlstlcally valld proJectIOn.
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TABLEA23

Family Income StabIlity: ProbabIlity of a
20 Percent Declme m FamIly Income, 1966-1970

White, by Mantal Status

Woman IS not a hIgh school graduate
Total Iamtly
income in Marned, FamIly
1966 not worl:mg SIngle * head

$2,000 -- .• 152 .349
-- (.033) (.052).

$4,000 .202 .129 •430
(.028) (.025) (.078)

$6,000 .168 .107 --
(.020) (.029) --

$8,000 :133 .085 --
(.022) (.041) --

Woman IS a hloh school op-duate

$2,000 -- .152 .188
-- (.033) (.033)

$4,000 -- .129 .164
-- (.025) (.034)

$6,000 .104 .107 .166
(.015) (.029) (.055)

-
$8,000 .111 .085 --

(.012) (.041) --
Note: Standard errors are gIven in parentheses below mean

estimates.
Dashes indicate that famtly Income level is too far
from sample mean for a statIstICally valld proJectlO"-.

* Education was not a slgmflcant factor In explainIng
projected Income growth and stabIlity for smgle
women, so separate estlmates were not developed.
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TABLEA24

Pamily Income StabllIty: Probabllity of a
20 Percent Decllne lfi Pamily Income, 1966-1970

Black, by Mantal Status

Woman ~s not a mgh school graduate

Total family 1
lUcome 10 " Marned, Pamily
1966 not work1Og, Slngle* head

$2,000 I -- .207 .344
-- (.054) (.043)

$4,000 .279
(.040)

$6,000 .298
(.044)

$8,000 :317
(.066)

.181 .444
(.067) (.091)

.154 --
( .112) --
-- --
-- --

'Woman 1S a hlOh school crraduate

$2,000 -- I .207 I .243
-- (.054) (.043)

$4,000 .236 .181 .198
(.069) (.067) (.055)

}6,OOO

$8,000

.243
(.058)

.250
(.084)

.154
(.112)

.152
(.088)

Note: Standard errors are given In parentheses below mean
estImates.
Dashes Indicate that famIly income level IS too far
from sample mean for a statlstlcally valld projectlO'l.

* Education was not a sIgnIficant factor In explaining
projected lncome growth and stablllty for Single
women, so separate estlmates were not developed.
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APPENDIX B

RegresslOn Models Explaining Four-Year
Famlly Income Growth and Stablllty for

Potentlal Women Borrowers and Co-Borrowers
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Tables Bl through B6 present results of the 1970 income

growth, probability of 5 percent income decline, and probability of

20 percent income decline regressions. These regressions form the

analytical base for the actuarial tables in Appendix A. The Parnes

sample is divided into eight self-contained partitions, defined by

mantal class/loan applicant category (married women, not working;

married women, working; single wome~; and women family heads) and

race (white; black). Regression coefficients which are significant at

the 95 percent confidence level are asterisked.

The regressions are grouped by dependent variable and race

as follows:

B1
B2

B3

B4
B5

B6

1970 Family Income Regression: White
Probability of a 5 Percent Decline in Family
Income, 1966-1970: White
Probability of a 20 Percent Decline in Family
Income, 1966-1970: White
197.0 Family Income Regression: Black
Probability of a 5 Percent Decline in Family
Income, 1966-1970: Black
Probability of a 20 Percent Decline in Family
Income, 1966-1970: Black
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TABLE Bl

1970 Family Inco'Me l1egrM,ion: White

Married women, Married women, Women famlly
not working workLr.g Single women heads

~l ~i ~i ~.
Vanable Me<ln Reg.Coeff. Mean Reg .Coeff. Mean Reg.Coeff. Mean Reg.Coeff.

Age 35-39 Xl .320 - .600* .332 - .010 .356 -1.00 .279 -1.22

l\ge 40-44 X2 .301 - .904* .402 . 120 .306 -2.30* .412 -1.01

One ch.ld X3 .009 .862 .167 .737 -- -- .275 -2.57

Two or more X4 .860 .616 .608 .524 -- -- .721 -2.37
children
Presence of X5 .510 - .815* .223 .164 -- -- .260 .877
ch l1d under 6
I:duci3llOn - X6 .707 1.20* .692 1.21 * .713 - .746 .574 1.99*
12 or onore years
Job tenure - X7 -- -- •147 - .541 .050. -2.17 .113. -1.57
1 to 2 vears
Job tenure - X8 -- -- .565 .164 .710 -1.59 .549 -1.07
more thon 2 \lean
Husband's X9 8.530 .975* 7.243 .950* -- -- -- .-
Income 1966
Woman's XI .221 .582* 3.281 .661* 4.400 I. 73* 2.481 1.05*
Income 1966
Other income t Xl .096 I. 39* .070 1.38* .265 .678 .506 .222
1966
Home ownersll.lp XI .786 .127 .805 1.19* .238 -1.56 .397 .604

FamIly Income 170 Y 12.076 -- 12.826 -- 7.760 -- 5.429 --
R2 .350 .273 .423 .262
a 2.82 I. 31 3.10 5.03
Samolc SIze - N 1118 600 160 204

* Significant at 95 percent level.
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TABLE B2

Probability of a 5 Percent DecllnG in FQmlly Income, 1966-1970: White

12
y = i~1 ~iXi + '"

Married women, Married women, , Women family
not working working . Single women heads

Mean
1\ ~I ~i ~i

Variable Reg. Coeff. Mean' Reg.Coeff. Mean Reg.Coeff. Mean Reg.Coeff.

Age 35-39 XI .328 .049* .332 -.049 .356 -.012 .279 .063

Age 40-44 ' , Xz .301 .120* .40Z -.053 .306 -.043 .41Z .041

One chIld X3 .089 -.040 .167 - .159* -- -- .275 .799*

Two or more X4 .860 -.024 .688 -.104* . -- -- .721 .• 816*
chlldren
Presence of X5 .510 .026 .Z23 -.018 -- -- .260 - .022
chlld under 6
EducatlOn - X6 .702 -.099 * .692 -.147* .713 -.021 .574 -.Z66*
12 or more years
Job tenure - X7 -- -- .147 .017 .050 '-.083 .1!3 -.033
I 'te Z vearS
rob tenure - X8 -- -- .565 -.020 .718 -.056 .549 -.I! 7*
more thu.n 2 year
Husbandls X9 8.'530 .009* 7.243 .006 -- -- -- --
income 1966
\Voman's XI .2Z1 .064* 3.Z81 .031* 4.400 -.009 2.481 .044*
Income, 1966
Other lOCO me , XI .096 .050* .070 .O~O .265 .109* .50 .159*
1966
Home ownership XI .786 -.015 .805 -.050 .238 .036 .397 .029
Prob. ofa 5%de- y .238 -- .345 -- .206 -- .309 --
clIne in fame inc.
R2 -- -- -- --
" .185 .488 .283 - .50
Samele size - N 1138 600 . 160 204

* Significant at 95 percent level.
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TABLE B3

Probablllty of a 20 Percent Decllna In Family Income, 1966-1970' White

12
y= ZIPIX +"1= 1.

Married women, Married women, Women family
not working woo king Single women heuds

Mean
PI PI P, PI

Variable Reg.Coeff. Mean Reg. Coeff. Mean Reg .Coeff. Mean Reg.Coeff.

Age 35-39 Xl .328 .017 .332 -.039 .356 -.027 .279 .015

Age 40-44 X2 .301 .049* .402 -.020 .306 .006 .412 .008

One chIld X3 .089 .023 .167 -.083 -- -- .275 .672

Two or more X4 .860 .016 .688 -.009 . -- -- .721 .707*
chIldren
PrcsencG of X5 .510 ' .009 .223 .007 -- -- .260 -.028
chIld under 6
CducatIOn - X6 .702 -.035 .692 -.081* .713 -.011 .574 - .179*
12 or more vcars
Job tenure - X7 -- -- .147 .027 .050 -.005 .113 .018
1 to 2 vears
Job tenure - X8 -- -- .565 -.019 .718 -.061 .549 - .169*
more thnn 2 vcar
Husband's X9 8.530 .0002 7.243 .005 -- -- -- --
income 1966
Woman's Xl .221 .055* 3.281 .023* 4.400 -.009 2.481 .018
Income 1966
Other income I ,Xll .096 .057* .070 .036 .265 .112* .506 .133*
1966
Home ownership Xl .786 -.010 .805 -.155* .238 .042 .397 .047

Prob. of a 20% de- Y .128 -- .193 -- .125 -- .240 --
cline in fam. inc.
R2 -- -- -- --
a .101 .306 .184 -.392
Samnle size - N 1138 600 160 204

* Significant at 95 percent level.
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TABLE B4

1970 Famlly Incomo Regression: Black

Married women, Marned women, Women famlly
not working working .Slngle women heads

Variable Moan
~i ~i ~i ~i

Reg •Gooff. Mean Reg.Goeff. Mean Reg. Goeff. Menn Reg. Goeff.

Age 35-39 Xl .366 - .698 .33r. .371 .155 .441 .331 .671*

Age 40-44 X2 .317 - .339 .34 .232 .563 .154 .334 .065

One chlld X3 .089 1.18 .17 1.92* -- -- .198 1.19

Two or more X4 .817 1.06 .67 1.40 -- -- .785 .759
chIldren .
Presence of X5 .574 .093 .34 - .199 -- -- ,,386 - .032
child under 6
CducatlOn - X6 .307 1. 42* .45 2.1l * .437 .286 :321 .594*
12 or morc years
Job tenure - X7 -- -- .10 - .255 .014 - .791 .102 - .987*
I to 2 vears ,
Tob tenure - X8 -- -- .61 .047 .634 - .557 .566 - .857*

...!!!..2!p than 2 \Jean
Husband's X9 4.939 .833* 4.67 1,03* -- -- -- --
lncome 1966
Woman's XI .309 .584* 2.65' .845* 2.509 1.11 * 1.41l .914*
income 1966
Other Income, Xl .073 1.21 * .04 -2.71* .123 - .785 .320 .574*'
1966
Home ownershIp Xl .535 .267 .55 - .969 .183 -1.18 .208 .606*

Famlly income '70 Y 6.420 -- 8.747 -- 4.447 -- 2.722 --
R2 .. ,. .1,01 .381 .409
a .795 -.r6! 2.06 .443
Samole size - N 202 263 71 293

* Significant at 95 percent level.
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TABLE B5

Probabllity of a 5 Percent Decline in Family Income. 1966-1970: Black

.12
y ~ i~:l ~IXi ~ "

Married women, Ma rried ,women, 'Women family
not working workIng Single women head9

Moan
~I ~i ~i ~i

Variable Reg .Coeff. Mean Reg.Coeff. Mean Reg .Coeff. Mean Reg.Coeff.

Age 35-39 Xl .366 .111 .335 -.040 .155 .106 .331 -.056

Age 40-44 X2 .317 : .075 .346 .035 .563 -.179 .334 -.043

One chlld -.090 .179 -.047
,

.19B -.354X3 .OB9 -- --
Two ,or more X4 .817 .126 .677 - .170* -- - - -- '.785 -.300
children .
Presence of X5 .574 .03G .342 -.003 -- -- .386 .066

- chIld under 6
EducatIon - XG .307 - .035- .456 -.178* .437 .053- .321 -.122*
12 or morc vears
Job tenure,- X7 -- -- .IOG .050 .014 - .165 .102 .120
1 to 2 years'
Job tenure - XB -- -- .612 -.035 ,.634 .082 .566- -.037
more than 2 V'ear~

Husband's X9 4.939 .025* 4.679 .018 -- -- -- --
income 1966 , •
Woman 1 s Xl( • ,309 .037 2.659 -.002 2.509 .005' 1.'411 .060*
Income 196G .
Other income I XI .073 .245* .040 .167 .123 .371* .320 .169*
1966 , .
Home ownership Xi .535 - .072 .555 .027 .IB3 .017 . .208 -.085

Prob. of a 5% de- y .421 -- .422 -- .380 -- '; 345 --
cline 10 fam. inc.

.
R2 -- -- -- --
a .345 .545 .331 .584
Samole size - N 202 263 71 293

* Significant at 95 percent level.
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TABLE B6 ,
Probability of a 20 Percent Decline tn Famlly Income, 1966-1970: Black

Married women, Married women, Women famtly
not working workmg Single women heads

Variable
Ili III Ili III

Mean Reg. Goeff. Mean Reg.Goeff. Mean Reg. Goeff. Mean Reg. Goeff.

Age 35-39 Xl .366 .128* .335 -.027 .155 - .100 .331 -'.025

Age 40-44 X2 .317 .058* .346 -.009 .563 - .118 .334 -.009

One child X3 .089 .154 .179 -.093 -- -- .198 -.162

Two or more X4 .817 .097 .677 - .164* .-- -- .785 - .144
chlldren
Presence of X5 .574 -.048 .342 -.046 -- -- .386 .051
chIld under 6
EducatlOn - X6 .307 -.049 .456 -.218* .437 - .137 .321 -.073
12 or more years
Job tenure - X7 -- -- .106 .102 .014 - .169 .102 .126
1 to 2 vears
Job tenure - X8 -- -- .612 -.077 .634 .153 .566 -.044
more than 2 year
Husband's X9 4.939 .008 4.679 .002 -- -- -- --
income 1966
Woman's Xl .309 .040 2.659 .000 2.509 -'.018 1.411 .013
lncome 1966
Other lncome, X11 .073 .047 .040 .258* .123 .315* .320 .113*
1966
Home ownership Xl' .535 -.006 .555 .023 .183 -.079 .208 -.075

Prob.ofa20%de- Y .272 -- .316 -- .268 -- .273 --
clIne in fam. Inc ..
R2 -- -- -- --
" .106 .576 .335 .406
Samole size - N 202 263 71 293

* Slgnlflcant at 95 percent level.



APPENDIX C

Numerical Results of Chow-Type Tests of Slgnificance
on Validity of Separatmg the Parnes

Sample by Race
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Tables Cl through C4 present numerical results of Chow-type

tests of significance on validity of separating the Parnes sample by

race. Stratification by race was analytically tested, partly because

previous studies on the labor-force participatlOn of women show

marked differentials by race and partly because the black women were

oversampled in the Parnes survey relative to white women. Black and

white women could not be combined into a single regression model

without using weighting procedures. Chow-type tests of signiflcance

were performed to statistically establish whether the sample should be

subdivided by race. This procedure involved running three sets of

eight regressions on income growth and mcome stability by mantal

class: one set for whites alone, a~ond set for blacks alone, and a

third set for the combmed (total) sample. Then, using the parameters

from these regressions, an F-statistic was computed as follows:

N
Fk ,(B+W-2k) = D

where: N=

and where:

D=

W = number of white women in the sample,

B = number of black women in the sample,

Sw = residual sum of squares error in the regression
for whites only,

SB = residual sum of squares error In the regression
for blacks only,
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S = residual sum of squares error in the combined
regression, and

k = number of parameters m the regression.

~ has an F-distribution with k and (B+W-2k) degrees of freedom.

The tables display the parameter values (Sw, SB' W, B, etc.i

and the results of these tests for each loan app'ucant category and

dependent variable. The hypothesis bemg tested was: Is the regres

sion plane for the white sample the same as the regression plane for

the black sample? The last column of these tables indicates that ac

ceptance or rejection of the hypothesis. In most cases, the hypothesis

is rejected -- Implying that the two regression planes are'different,

and thus providing statistical substantiation for the stratlfication of

the sample on the race variable.

Test results are presented in tabular form by loan applicant

category as follows:

Chow-Type Tests of SIgnificance on Validity
of Separating the Parnes' Sample by Race

Cl Loan Applicant Category: Married Women,
Not Working (Industry Standard)

C2 Loan Applicant Category: Married Women,
Working (Two-Income Family)

C3 Loan Appllcant Category: Smgle Women
C4 Loan Applicant Category: Women Family Heads
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TAllLE Cl

Chow-Type Tests of Significance on Validity of Separating the Parnes' Sample by Race

LOAN APPLICANT CATEGORY: Married Women. Not Working (Industry Standard)
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Definition of RegressIon
Analyses
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Family income In 1970 on
family Income in 1966 and In
1968
Fam,ly >ncome in 1970 on
family income In 1966

19464.60 780.00

23873.901075.59

20903.5 12 1076 178 54.908

25247.0 9 1076 178 33.057

16.45~ 3.336 Yes
99%

20.18E 1.638 No

Probab,hty of a 5 percent in
come decline, 1966-1970, on
family >nco me in 1966 and in
1968

130.23 31.235 167.467 12 1076 178 .500 .131 3.808 Yes
99%

Probabihty of a 5 percent In
come decline. 1966-1970, on
famdy >ncome In 1966

166.76 37.513 208.61 9 1076 178 .4819 .165 2.915 Yes
99%

Probability of a 20 percent In
come decline, 1966-1970, on
family Income in 1966 and In
1968

73.607 22.305 99.585 12 107& 178 .3061 .078( 3.924 Yes
99%

Probab,hty of a 20 percent in
come decline. 1966-1970, on
family ,ncome in 1966

84.505 25.410 112.344 9 1076 178 .2699 .088' 3.060 Yes
99%



o
~

o
'"I

TABLE C2

Chow-Type Tests of Slgnlflcan~eon Ifalldlty of Separating the Parnes' Sample by Race

LOAN APPLICANT CATEGORY: Marrled Women, Working (Two-Income pamllyl
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Famlly Income In 1970 on . ,
faml1y mcome In 1956 and In 13992.7 4118.92 184,17,3 14 555 219 21. 834 24.278 .899 No.
1968

,
,

l'u,nl1Y,mcome In' 1970 on 14464.7 4253.16 18992:8 11 555 219 24:995 24.891 1.004, No
family Income In 1966 ,
Probablh ty of a 5 percent 10- !
come decline. 1966,-1970. on 91.255 31. 640 126.11 14 555 219 .2296 .1647 1.394 No
faml1y income In 1966 and In
1968 , ,
PlObabihty of a 5 percent in-
come decline. 1966-1970. 0!l 111.579 44.606 158.22 11 555 219 .185 .2077 .8907 No
fanHly inco'11e In 1966
Prob"blhty of a 20 percent 10-

come dechne. 1966-1970, on 56.629 25.900 85.815 14 555 219 •2317 .H06 2.122 Ves
f"ml1y inCOMe In 1966 and In 99%
1968 .
Probablllty of a 20 percent in-

jiS.OSl 31.589 99.452 11 555 219 •.2556 .1285 1.989 Vescome decline. 1966-1970, on
famlly !noome In 1966 95%
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TABLE C3

Chow-Type Tests of Slgnlflcance on Validity of Separating the Parnes' Sample by Race,
LOAN APPLICANT CATEGORY: Single Women
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0: III '"
Famlly Income in 1970 on
family Income in 1966 and in 2953.38 572.80 3813.91 9 128 59 31. 97 20.865 1.532 No
1968
l'aml1y income in 1970 on

3462.18 603.51 4302.26 7 128 59 33.796 23.501 1.438 Nofamily Income In 1966
Probability of a 5 percent in-
come decline. 1966-1970, on 14.391 6.168 22.966 9 128 59 :2674 .1217 2.197 Yes-
family Income in 1966 and in 95%
1968
Probability of a 5 percent In-

20.340 11.038 34.040 7 128 59 .380'9 .1814 2.099 Yes-come decline, 1966-1970, on
family Income in 1966

95%

ProbabIlity of a 20 percent In-
come decline, 1966-1970, on 9.165 5.749 17. 164 9 128 59 .25 .0882 2.834 Yes-
famIly income in 1966 and In 99%
1968
Probability of a 20 percent In-

12.413 8.796 23.306 7 128 59 .2996 .1226 2.444 YeScome decline, 1966-1970, on
famIly Income In 1966 95%
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TABLE C4

Chow-Type Tests of Significance on Validity of Separating the Parnes' Sample by Race

LOAN APPLICANT CATEGORY: Women Family Heads
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FamIly income in 1970 on
family income in 1966 and in 2097.55 317.675 2538.62 11 105 185 11.218 9.012 1.245 No
1968
Famtly Income in 1970 on

2415.16 633.59 3221. 89 9 105 185 19.288 11. 209 1.716 No
family Income In 1966
Probablltty of a 5 percent In-
come decline, 1966-1970, on 10.107 29.055 43.029 11 105 185 .3515' .1461 2.406 Yes-
famIly Income in 1966 and In ' 99%
1968
Probablltty of a 5 percent In-

14.753 40.039 59.434 9 105 185. .5158 .2014 2.561 Yes-come decltne, 1966-1970, on
faon1y Income in 1966 99%

Probablltty of a 20 percent in-
come decltne, 1966-1970, on 9,685 27.767 42.072 11 105 ' 185 .42 .1397 3.006 Yes-
famIly income 1n 1966 and In . 9"%
1968
Probab1ltty of a 20 percent 1n-

13.032 37.599 55.529 9 lOS 185 .5442 .1751 3.108 Yes-come decltne, 1966-1970, on
fam11y Income in 1966 99~
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